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Clnima 1 and 10 have been amended to include the limitations of Claim 5. 
wKich has been canceled without prejudice. 

Claim 5 has "been canceled without prejudice. Claims 1 2-20 have been 
previously withdrawn and Cloima 1, 3 -A. and C-IO remain ponding in the present 
application. No claims and no new matter have been added, and no additional claim 
fee due. Entry of this Amendment is respectively requested. 
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OBJECTIONS 



1 ) Specification 

The Amendment filed on June 23, 2003 has been objected to under 35 
U.S.C §132, specifically the material added to the specification at page 9, line 25 to 
page 11 line 19 was not supported in the original disclosure and consequently 
introduces new matter into the specification. Applicants respectively traverse the 
objection. 

The objected passage in question may be found at Column 16 line 40 to 
Column 17 line 4 and Column 17 lines 21 to 67 of US Patent No. 5,965,235 which 
was specifically incorporated by reference at page 7 line 19 to 22, of the originally 
filed application. Consequently, there is no introduction of new matter as the text in 
question was already in the specification. 

Copies of these sections of US Patent No. 5,965,235, with the relevant 
portions highlighted, have been included with this response. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is respectfully requested that the 



Claims 1, 3 and 8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Lecomte US Patent No 6,065,272. It is the Examiner's contention 
that that the claimed articles are anticipated by the disclosure of Lecomte. 
Applicants respectively traverse the rejection. 

Applicants have amended Claim 1 to include the limitations of canceled 
Claim 5, which was never rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Lecomte. Consequently, this amendment has rendered the rejection moot and 
Applicant respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

Tn view of the foregoing remarks and the clarifying amendments, it is 
respectfully requested that rejection of Claim 1, 3 and 8 be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 



objections to the figures be reconsidered and withdrawn. 



REJECTIONS 
Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 
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Rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103 



1) Lecomte 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103 as being obvious over 
Lecomte, US Patent No 6,065,272. The Office Action asserts that both the handle 
and an oval opening portion arc obvious since "it would be an obvious matter of 
design choice to add a handle. . ,.and to make the outlet opening and a portion of the 
passage way in an oval shape". Applicants respectfully traverse this assertion. 

The Office Action has failed to establish a prima face case of obviousness. 
The Office Action has failed to provide an analysis of the cited art with regard to the 
various factors for determining obviousness as outlined in Graham v. John Deer Co. , 
383 US. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966). See also MPEP 2141. For example, the 
conclusory statement in the rejection that "it would be an obvious matter of design 
choice to add a handle. . ..and to make the outlet opening and a portion of the passage 
way in an oval shape" provides no analysis of why one of ordinary skill would have 
modified Lecomte. The analysis of these factors is required by law to establish a 
prima face case of obviousness, and since no analysis is present, no prima face case 
of obviousness has been made. See MPEP 2142. 

Furthermore, Applicants have amended Claim 1 7 upon which Claims 9 and 
10 depend, to include the limitations of canceled Claim 5, which was never rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Lecomte. Consequently, this 
amendment has rendered the rejection moot and Applicant respectfully request 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

Consequently, in view of the foregoing remarks and amendments, it is 
respectfully requested that the rejection of Claims 9, and 10 be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

2) Lecomte in view of Hamilton 

Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious over 
Lecomte, US Patent No, 6,065,272 in view of Hamilton et al., US Patent No. 
5,662,758. It is asserted in the Office Action that the claimed device is obvious in 
light of what is taught by Lecomte in view of Hamilton. Applicants respectively 
traverse the rejection. 
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The Office Action has failed to establish a prima face case of obviousness. 
The Office Action has failed to provide an analysis of the cited art with regard to the 
various factors for determining obviousness as outlined in Graham v. John Deer Co., 
383 U,S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966). See also MPEP 2141. For example, the 
conclusory statement in the rejection that "it would have been obvious to modify 
Lccomte apparatus by applying the flexible film with adhesive as taught by 
Hamilton" provides no analysis of why one of ordinary skill would have modified 
Lecomte, let alone why one of ordinary skill would have selected Hamilton to 
combine it with Lecomte instead of another patent. The analysis of these factors is 
required by law to establish a prima face case of obviousness, and since no analysis 
is present, no prima face case of obviousness has been made. See MPEP 21 42. 

Furthermore, it is well known that to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion 
or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine 
reference teachings. In rc Rouffet 149 F.3d 1350, 47 USPQ.2d 1453 (Fed. 
Cir.1998). Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. The mere 
fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant 
combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination. See MPEP 2143.01; In re Mills. 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 
(Fed. Cir. 1990); and In re Fritch. 972 F.2d 1260, 23 USPQ2d 1780 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest 
all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the 
prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. MPEP706.02(j); In re Vaeck, 947 
F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991); and MPEP Section 2143 - Section 
2143.03. 

Turning to the present rejection, one of ordinary skill would have no 
motivation to combine Lecomte with Hamilton. 

In Lecomte the invention is directed to the permanent heat-sealing of various 
types of waste in a heat-sealable plastic sleeve. See Lecomte Column 2, lines 10-13, 
Column 3, lines 23-25, 32-35, 43, 54-57, and 63-67 and Column 4, lines 10-11, 




5136263499 P. 03/11 



Received from < 5136263499 > at 1073/03 12:30:50 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 



Page 12 of 18 





□CT-03-2003 12 = 35 



PROCTER&GAMBLE 



5136263499 



P. 04/11 



Appl. No. 09/745,702 

Amdt. Dated October 3, 2003 

Reply to Final Office Action of August 7, 2003 

29-33, 39 and 44, Claim 1 and Figures 1 and 2. Contrast this with Hamilton which 
is specifically directed to a flexible film having a protected pressure sensitive 
adhesive thereon. See Hamilton, abstract Figures and Claims. The purpose of the 
protected pressure sensitive adhesive of Hamilton is for a product which is 
"releasably sealing to a target surface", Column 1 , line 8, and "for Teleasable sealing 
of the composite material to such surfaces or even to itself . Column 3, lines 24-25 
(Emphasis added). The adhesive is protected to prevent premature sealing by the 
adhesive on the film, especially to itself. And when the protrusions are collapsed the 
adhesive is available to form a seal with the desired surface. 

However, this asserted advantage is of little relevance as the Office Action 
has failed to is provide any suggestion, motivation or teaching as to why one of 
ordinary skill would even bother to include an adhesive with a film, let alone the 
specific film of Hamilton, and use it in the apparatus of Lecomte. 

The apparatus of Lecomte "welds", a heat-sealable plastic sleeve to form a 
receptacle for receiving waste. Column 1, line 55-57 and Figure 1. Once the waste 
is placed in to this formed "receptacle" the heat-sealable plastic sleeve is then 
welded at the other end to form a closure. See Lecomte Column 3, lines 23-25, and 
Column 4, lines 10-11, 29-33, 29 and 44, Claim 1 and Figures 1 and 2. There is no 
need for an adhesive on the heat-sealable plastic sleeve, as the seal is formed by the 
"retractable heating pliers", Column 3, line 24 Figure 1 and Claim 1 . 

The Office Action has missed that one of ordinary skill in the art would 
realize that the benefits of Hamilton alleged in the Office Action are simply 
irrelevant. Hamilton allegedly solves problems associated with films containing 
adhesives, i.e., preventing the adhesive from inadvertent adherence to other surfaces. 
Since the "retractable heating pliers" are sealing the heat-sealable plastic sleeve there 
is no reason, motivation, suggestion, teaching or need for that matter, to include an 
adhesive which would need to be "protected from inadvertent adherence to other 
surfaces". Hamilton is teaching one of ordinary skill away from any combination 
with Lecomte. Why include an adhesive, let alone the protected one of Hamilton, 
when not using an adhesive, such as Lecomte already does, avoids the entire issue of 
"inadvertent adherence to other surfaces" identified in the Office Action as a 
problem to be solved by one of ordinary skill. One of ordinary skill would not 



Page 13 of 18 



Received from < 5136263499 > al 1013/03 12:30:50 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 





QCT-03-2003 12:35 



PRQCTER&GAMBLE 



5136263499 



P. 05/11 



AppL No. 09/745,702 

Amdt. Dated October 3, 2003 

Reply to Final Office Action of August 7, 2003 

consider Hamilton relevant let alone worthy of consideration for combination with 
Lecomte. 

Furthermore, it is well settled that the question of obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. §103 is not what the artisan could have done, but rather what would have 
been obvious for such a person to do. See Qrthokinetics, Inc. v. Safety Travel 
Chairs, Inc.. 1 U.S.P.Q.2d 1081 (Fed. Cir. 1986), and In re Brouwer. 37 U.S.P.Q,2d 
1663 (Fed. Cir. 1996). See also MPEP 2143.01; In re Fine . 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988); and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). It is unclear as to why one of ordinary skill would consider the 
combination of Lecomte and Hamilton relevant. Furthermore, there is no teaching, 
motivation and/or suggestion to one of ordinary skill modify any possible 
combination of Lecomte and Hamilton and the only suggestion provided in the 
Office Action has been impermissible hindsight based on Applicants* own teaching. 

Consequently, in view of the foregoing remarks and the clarifying 
amendments, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of Claims 5-7 be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

3) Couper in view of Shiotari 

Claims 1, 3 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §103 as being obvious 
over Couper, US Patent No. 3,536,192 in view of Shiotari, US Patent No. 5,890,351. 
It is asserted in the Office Action that the claimed device is obvious in light of what 
is taught by Couper in view of Shiotari. Applicants respectively traverse the 
rejection. 

The Office Action has failed to establish a prima face case of obviousness. 
The Office Action has failed to provide an analysis of the cited art with regard to the 
various factors for determining obviousness as outlined in Graham v. John Deer Co. . 
383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966). See also MPEP 2141. For example, the 
conclusory statement in the rejection that "it would have been obvious to modify 
Couper' s apparatus by incorporating the cutting means as taught by Shiotari" 
provides no analysis of why one of ordinary skill would have modified Couper, let 
alone why one of ordinary skill would have selected Shiotari to combine it with 
Couper instead of any other patent. The analysis of these factors is required by law 
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to establish a prima face case of obviousness, and since no analysis is present, no 
prima face case of obviousness has been made. Sec MPEP 2142. 

Furthermore, Applicants have amended Claim 1 , upon which Claims 3 and 8 
depend, and Claim 10 to include the limitations of canceled Claim 5, which was 
never rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over Couper in view of 
Shiotaii. Consequently, this amendment has rendered the rejection moot and 
Applicant respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

Consequently, in view of the foregoing remarks and amendments, it is 
respectfully requested that the rejection of Claims 1, 3, and 8-10 be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 

4) Couper in view of Shiotari and Hamilton 

Claims 5-7 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious over Couper, 
US Patent No. 3,536,192 in view of Shiotari, US Patent No. 5,890,351 and further in 
view of Hamilton et a]., US Patent No. 5,662,758. It is asserted in the Office Action 
that the claimed device is obvious in light of what is taught by Couper in view of 
Shiotari and Hamilton. Applicants respectively traverse the rejection. 

The Office Action has failed to establish a prima face case of obviousness. 
The Office Action has failed to provide an analysis of the cited art with regard to the 
various factors for determining obviousness as outlined in Graham v. John Deer Co. , 
383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966). See also MPEP 2141. For example, the 
conclusory statement in the rejection that "it would have been obvious to modify 
Couper apparatus by applying the flexible film with adhesive as taught by Hamilton" 
provides no analysis of why one of ordinary skill would have modified Couper, let 
alone why one of ordinary skill would have selected Shiotari and Hamilton to 
combine with Couper instead of any other patents. The analysis of these factors is 
required by law to establish a prima face case of obviousness, and smce no analysis 
is present, no prima face case of obviousness has been made. See MPEP 2142. 

Furthermore, it is well known that to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, three basic criteria must be met First, there must be some suggestion 
or motivation, cither in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine 
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reference teachings. In re Rouffet 149 R3d 1350, 47 USPQ.2d 1453 (Fed. 
Cir.1998), Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. The mere 
fact that references can be combined or modified does not render the resultant 
combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination. See MPEP 2143.01; In re Mills , 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 
(Fed. Cir, 1990); and In re Fritch. 972 F.2d 1 260, 23 USPQ2d 1780 (Fed. Cir. 1 992). 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest 
all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the 
prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. MPEP706.02(j); In re Vaeck . 947 
F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991); and MPEP Section 2143 - Section 
2143.03. 

Turning to the present rejection, one of ordinary skill would have no 
motivation to combine Couper with Shiotari, let alone the combination of Couper 
and Shiotari with Hamilton. 

In Couper the "stock of tubular material" is tied at one sealing the tubular 
material at one end. See Figure 1. Waste is placed in the sealed tubular material, 
addi tional length s of which are drawn through the annular container as needed. See 
(c olumns 1, line 16*25) The annular container may be disposed of when the sealed 
tubular material is full or th e sealed t ubular material may be removed and disposed 
of ( See Cohmrn 2, lines 3-4, and 35Q6 ) There is nothing in Couper which teaches 
or suggest to one of ordinary skill to include a cutting device, let alone the device of 
Shiotari. On the contrary, Couper teaches away from use of any device, let alone a 
cutting device, which would be used to divide or separate the sealed tubular material 
into portions. The fact that the device as a whole can be disposable teaches one of 
ordinary skill towards retention of a single article for disposal and away from 
separating the sealed tubular material in to multiple articles which would each 
individually need to be disposed of. 

The Office Action has failed to provide any motivation in Couper as to why 
one of ordinary skill would want to combine it with a cutting device, let alone the 
one illustrated in Shiotari. 
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Additionally, the Office Action has also failed to show any reason why one 
of ordinary skill would consider Hamilton relevant, let alone provide any reason, 
motivation or teaching for one of ordinary skill in Couper as to the desirability of a 
flexible film which comprises an adhesive, let alone in combination with a cutting 
device, such as the de vice illustrated in Shiotari. 



Furthermore it is well settle<P that the question of obviousness Under 35 
U.S.C. §103 is not what the artisan could have done, but rather what would have 
been obvious for such a person to do. See Orthokinetics, Inc. v. Safety Travel 
Chairs. Inc., 1 U.S.P.Q.2d 1081 (Fed. Cir. 1986), and In re Brouwer . 37 O.S.P.Q.2d 
1663 (Fed. Cir. 1996). See also MPEP 2143.01; In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988); and In re Jones . 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941. 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). It is unclear as to why one of ordinary skill would consider the 
combination of Couper and Sbiotari with Hamilton relevant. Furthermore, there is 
no teaching, motivation and/or suggestion to one of ordinary skill modify any 
possible combination of Couper and Shiotari with Hamilton and the only suggestion 
provided in the Office Action has been impermissible hindsight based on 
Applicants' own teaching. - 

Consequently, in view of the foregoing remarks and the clarifying 
amendments, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of Claims 5-7 be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Obviousness-Type Double Patenting 

Claims 1, 3, and 5-10 have been provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obvious-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 
1-3, 5-8, 11 14, 15 and 18 of copending U.S. Patent Application No. 10/010,391. 
Applicant respectively traverses the rejection. 

The Office Action has failed to establish a prima face case of obviousness. 
The only information provided on the cited art is simple statement that the 
conflicting claims are '"not patentably distinct from each other because it would have 
been obvious to omit the specific elements from the copending Application claims'* 
and provides is no analysis of the cited art with regard to the various factors for 
determining obviousness as outlined in Graham v. John Deer Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
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USPQ 459 (1966). See also MPEP 2141. The analysis of these factors is required 



by law to establish a prima face case of obviousness, and since no analysis is 
present, no prima face case of obviousness has been made. See MPEP 2142. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is respectfully requested that rejection of 
Claims 1, 3, and 5-10 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Conclusion. 

In light of the amendments and remarks presented herein, Applicants 
respectively submit that Claims 1, 3, and 5-10 are allowable over the prior art of 
record or any combination thereof. In the event that issue remain prior to allowance 
of the noted claims, then the Examiner is invited to call Applicant's undersigned 
agent to discuss any remaining issues. 




Respectfully submitted, 




lan S. Robinson Esq. 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 43,348 
(513)626-3356 



Date: October 3. 2003 



Customer No. 27752 
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H 5 structure of FIG, 5 by itself wdh oo adhesive or other 

j is the Inculfecd number of protrusions and corresponding substance added to the basic sheet material, in this "ew^inc 
nrolrusiofl* wells, per iipil area. , upper surface of the web which faces the viewer of HQ.. 5, 

Based upon the dam presented in FIGS. 6 and 7, it would and wbicb includes the projecting portions of the protrusions 
be apparent that a predictable level of consistency may be • ^ ^ identified with the numeral 15, and is referred to 
designed imo the patterns generated according to the pre- |0 hcm ttet as the male side of the material. Correspondingly, 
fared method of the present invention even though amor- ^ l<1wer sljrfacc a f ibe web racing away from the viewer or 
phousness within the pattern is preserved. According FIG. 5, which includes ihe openings of the hollow portions 
three-dimensional, a mnrphous-pa Her tied . nesting resistant Qf lhe pf0lmsiouS j£ f ^ identified with the numeral 17, and 
malctiu.s may lie formed wilh stiUistically-predicliiblc. get)- . g rcrerred (0 herea f iet - a .s the female side of the material, 
metric and physical material properties. t JS piQ 9 shows the structure of HG. 5, analogously to KlG. 

Referring onee again to the drawings, and more particu- • ^ ^ SVJbslJinc:C 16 3ddcd lo spac(JS 14, as well as 10 

larly 10 I K5.5, there iftrtuiwa a plan view of a ^F^^^ ^ holbw und erside of the protrusions i2, in accordance 
mreesiimensional, n ^' 9Bm ^J^^^ 1 ^ with the teachings or common ly-assigned, co-pcndin» 
present invention, wtadi jS generally mcucaled as 10. FIG. ™ ™ . fil d ^ s lenl app |{ ca iion Scr. No. 08/744, 
5 represents an amorphous Iwu-d imensioual pattern ucner- concurreniiy . nieu u*. pauw w . D kc| No 

utc7by the above-dJscribed method utilizmg a constraint » ^^^'^ J^S^I^iS^f W. 
factor of 0.75. Material 10 has a plurakly of nou-umlo/mly ^ ^n^'suZrin enlilted -Material Hav- 

shaped ana sized, preferably - 
mumksd by spaces or valleys 14 thvrebetwu.n, wniu_ aiv ■% Makil , B » t u c disclosure of which s hereby 

preferably 

□on-i.oifi.rui hb ml shape so ihut nund M may U s«ves an <* ^ exleroa , 

sionstfoaclayerentcr to^'SM * ^un^Tdefined in this Invention as any material 
protrusion m ao adjacent layer. The benefit ot narrow stos» am i/or depressions of 

substantially perpendicular to a p Unc of the moiwud. Tto 2^^™^ ^dimensional structure is 

protrusion shape and mode Ot dctonDU.fi ?<«=°«"ges FP| °^" r X:rwisc activated. Of current interest 

trusious 14 from folding over in a duvcuon pftUcItt . 55 ^"f^'V^^, Sllbsliinccs SU ch as gels, 

plane of the material so that ihe prottusuins cannot bloc* a a the ?^^n , omeraled prj „ Sj 

U,nce (if in ,he v.l.ey between them ..mm pj-jj^ JJJ^ ^ ^ ^ afld 

"^^tt*^^*^ m — —-ft d»^— - -ere of the 
rcprcscntalivc proirusioo 12 is shown in a «P^ li i'« « D .^,Scn JTnornSly open; therefore it is desirable 
as-formcd condition, while reprcseniuuve P rotn«K n 13» f^^^^^l^d nol mo out of the 
shown in a deformed cooOnon whe«u. aedvaUon step- The activadoo step of 

!^«'^P«^^Sr2£Sto25^ f^^XentiooisprefctablyLformationotthethree- 
ihai the protrusion has collapsed by substannally J^Stonaliinicniio hi t ouipr«aion. However, an activa- 

upon itself Such deformation thereby reduces the height of 65 .nuuid "^"gl °f follow could be heating the 
Zprotrusionwithoute^ndir^outwardlyovcrtheadprn. ^J^;^^^, * ^ 
iUg valley ui 8p»i:e bel^cn prwirusioas. maiwiai tu aw 
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17 18 

„ ■ m„h. ^virtW forces ProvWing a fflro modulus of etoiicitysulTicicotly high to 

room temperature. Or il could include P^Ang to ccs film stretch during use is beneficial to scalios 

excessive of ihe earth's gravity. It could also inch.de other muumvre film UrtKffl ^ ^ ^ 

defonumg forces. such as tensile force and combinations ot uM J-JPJ ^ of mnuc(i 

these activation phenomena. k jfjbesive bond to break. The larger 

•me term "deformable material' * intended to include 5 ««»^» d b protrusions, the greater tbc 

foils, polymer sheets, cloth, wovens or oonwoveos. paper. and more clo* y *. ^ clm ; Mlb£>vgh 

cellulose (iber sheets, co-extrusions, Um nates end «Jj- *^*J^£%%2& l0 gc undesirable for use 

nations thereof. The properties of a selected deformat « « a f^™ whicb l0 a container, there are 

material can include. though are not restricted to. CombuU- « » ""^J £Lr uses Cor an elastic material oiOUrin- 

.ions or degree* ofbeing: po~US. nt.n-pomus. <™W£ » n£«W»y ^JSmZ Reducing the protrusion spacing 

gas or liquid permeable, non-permeable, hydropbij.c, ng ,p«tero «»"•« acing which is mWaclUfable tuay 

hydrophobe, hydroscopic. oleophilic, oleophobtc. high "*SSSST52 but it may be beneficial in reducing 

critical surface tension, low critical surface tension, surface »M •g^ttSo protrusions. Different 

prc-tcsturcd, e.usticlly yic.dabl c, p las .tea. ly y.^ab . £ o £bs J tepreSttn . invention 

electrically conductive, and electrically J^"^" ^Ckutc ideal size and density of protrusions, as well as 

exemplary materials include wood, metal. r.g.d polymer will ^^[^^^ ^ merewitb . 

s ,oek, ceramic, ulass, cured resin, thermit «»A **™iW ^openy "beam strength" of the three 

,ross-linkcd materials., robber, ro/.en hqmds. Concrete ™^°XXLial was mentioned above in terms of 

cemem. stone, man-made materials, etc. Such matenals can ^^J^™^ s i SIuflc an< nesting of any 

be homogeneous or compi^ooncomb 1 nat.O|K <« m ^ awri 5 Ending a given protnision even in the 

In a particularly preferred embodiment, prou^.ons 14 regw* « row ^ fi„d» itself .superimposed over a 

have an average base diameter of about 0.1 1 5 ioch<* (0.03X , algcr deprc^ion of compatible shape 

am) to about 6.090 inches (0.076 cm), and mom preferably r*™*? 0 sTrrounding the single protrusion of 

about 0.025 inches (0.064 cm). They also have an average smcej ^ Rnd sp £4 from those 

centcr-.o-ecnuir spacing of from 0.03 inch es (0.08 em) to as ^^ t ^^ ^ipmssioo. Beam strength 

0.06 inches (0.15 cm), and more preferably * out 0 OS ™ d ™^J c t £ clt)f t0 ea J att wbCQ Seeing the 

inches (0.13 em) spacing. This results in a high mtmbe* tC thickness, as well as the deasity aod 

density of protrusions, lite more protrustons per umt area, material ' ^ observe d that in getteral 

vbe thinner me piece of material and proU^OO we* ton* g? n ^™ler p^ns provide a urcater level 

in order to resist a given deformation force. In a preferred so up» hfora ^ ma , er i,l type and thickness than 

embodiment the number of protrusions per square -.a* f 23Saf2S« of larger protrusion*. Said differently, 

exceeds 200 anc Ithc W^^&X^JSX 'o^^^co^^^^^^^ ' 

0.0003 inch (0.0076 mm) nominal thickness high density suy ^ prolnlsioo sl/x , sh ape and spacing, 

polyethylene (HUPE). . , h e web material properties such as Ilexural modulus, male- 

Far fabrication of an adhes.vc.con.a.ning, three- ^ ri ^ bar<1 ness. deflection tern, 

dimensional, nesting-resistant sheet material, a prefe red ao ™ , hc fonni ' og pt0CCSS determine the 

, syer Of substance 16 is preferably a latex pressure ^.ve pemure « jej ^ process is important 

adhesive about 0.001 inch (0.025 mm) thick. 1 Even more ^ ^[vincr films for example, since "cold forming" Of 

preferably, layer of substance 16 may bo about .0.0005 mch * i Hymer BUM . tot P ni 

(0.013 mm) thick layer ... about 0.002 inch (0.051 mm) thick «5^lS2SS»3iS that produced by ther-ooformiut; 
; , yur ,,f hot tnel. adhesive, spec, I, cation no. fuller as *'^^ l ™^ n ureS . For ^c applications it is desir- 

HIV2115X, made by II. ft Fuller Co Ot Vadnats He#B ^ „ p'S^Mmcw (deformation re.sisu.nce) which is 

Mioo. Any adhesive can be used wh.cb .« the ***** ^lolTwitUnd a pressure of el least 0.1 pounds per 

material application. Adhesive* may be ^tch (0 69 kl>a) without substantially deforming 

releasabk.pcrmauent.oroiherw.se. lb. size and mm of ^uarc incfi (O ; an 

p^trusions is preferably selected to pmvtd » » K example of this requirement would be the need 

adhesive path surrounding prolrusmns so that a,Mighi seals .surtace An c ^ ^ aQ(J/or disp(;fls | n8 . 

ma y be made with a target surtace. ^ in-wound pressures of OA pounds per 

Film materials may be made &om homogeneous £«n»W ^^MJp,), a residual io-wound pressure in the 
blends .hereof Single « multiple layun. ; With n I hC flta fjjj^fg^, * ^fo™ protrusions in the web 
structure am cuutemplated. whether co^xtruded. cxtrusiou. J5 " ■ ™ bc y ovefbyin& ^b layers into conum 
ooated. laminated or combined by Other known J™*** A "threshold" protrusion stiffness is 

key attribute of the Aim nuUund • diat, JJJJ ^ prevcnl ^ ^ding damage from ocutrring. 

produce protrusions and valleys UwftU resin, mclude ^rnreo p^^ ^ fe ^ ^ dis{iensed os dlsCf£te 
polyethylene, polypropylene. PET, PVC PV13C latex amn ^ai y^ fa irctJ t0 ^nt pre- 

from about 0.0002 inebes(0.005 ^"^Sm'Sut « kE three dimensiooal strucmre of the present mventior, 
(O.0S1 mm). Even more preferred &«!«*? *T *S 65 is ^ ^ tape or a storage wrap, for example, the external 
0.0003 inches (0.0076 mm) to about 0.001 inches (0.025 ^used * a tape or a sto g f < ^ 



mm). 
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